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Thank you for your letter expressing your concern regarding the development of the
Federal Communications Commission's cable rate regulation policy. Specifically, you
express concern that the views of cable franchising authorities have not been included in
discussions about the Commission's proposed policy changes. I appreciate the opportunity to
respond.

On November 18, 1994, the Commission released its Sixth Order on Reconsideration,
Fifth &port and Order, m:::Sm!~~ ofProposed RMkmaking (!be "Going Forward
Order"), MM Docket Nos. 92-266 93-215, FCC 94-286, adopting regulations for the
cable television industry that proV! e cable operators with additional incentives to expand
their services and facilities in a way that both ensures that cable rates are reasonable and
expands the opportunities for cable programmers to reach viewers. Pursuant to the
Administrative Procedure Act and the Commission's rules, all interested parties were given
the opportunity to participate in the rulemaking proceeding through submission of written
data, views, or arguments, as well as an opportunity to present the same orally.

During the drafting of the Going Forward Order, your concerns, as well as those of
your constituents, were included in the record considered by the Commission. You may be
interested to know that the National Association of Telecommunications Officers and
Advisors (NATOA) also presented arguments in this proceeding regarding the effect of the
proposed going forward rules on local franchising authorities on behalf of the many local
franchising authorities within its membership. The Commission also specifically considered
written comments fIled by the City of St. Louis, Missouri, which raised similar issues. In
addition, senior staff members of the Cable Services Bureau participated in regular telephone
conferences with NATOA officials. We believe that the views of the local franchising
authorities were thoroughly considered.

We believe the new rules established by the Going Forward Order create a balanced
set of initiatives that allow cable operators needed incentives to add new cable programming
that, in turn, will benefit subscribers. We have attempted to address your concerns and those
of other local authorities in the Going Forward Order. Among other things, we made the
new channel addition rules generally applicable only to the cable programming services tier
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("CPST") and unregulated services. The major exception is that the new rules will affect
rates on the basic service tier when an operator offers only one tier of service. Since the
new channel addition roles in most instances relate only to CPSTs. subscribers will still have
the option of a low rate basic service tier. Furthermore, by limiting the new channel
addition mles to CPSTs in most instances, franchising authorities should not be
inconvenienced by our new regulations because the responsibility of regulating CPST rates
lies with the Commission rather than with local authorities. Enclosed is a News Release that
summarizes the Going Forward Order, as well as the Executive Summary from that Order.
Please let me know if you would like a copy of the text of the decision.

I tlUSt that this response will prove both informative and helpful.

Sincerely yours.

E. Hundt
Chairman
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Dear Chal~n Hundt.

I lmClez.t.a.nd t.h. I'CC wLll .00ft vot.. Oft a pzopo••l that. would
enable cable companle. ~o add new channell ~o the1r 11neupi and
chaa:p what..,er the _rket. wl11 bur for thi. new proqr_lng •

..to~ ~e rede~.l C~c.tlonl CGIa11110n actl Oft th11
popo••l O~ .... &ft7 .1pJ.ficut. cbAft... in cu1e nt..
regulation rul•• , I bOpe you vil1 firlt con.ult fUlly with local
qoverJmeD'tI. A nWlber of JlUD1c1pa11t1e. 1n ., .tat. of K1eh1qan
haft aontAot.eel _ ..,",.J.at cone.n ~t. thllf have not. been a
part of th11 proC.'1 to date. Sine. they an nlpon.lble for
••t.t.in; t.he rat.•• for ••1c cabl•••rv1c., equ1paent and ••rv1ce
aall., ~lz input. 1. a~lt.l..l t.o d...lopiftt any .uaa•••lul
changeI 1n cable rate regulation rule••

I would 11k. to kDow t.o what ext.ent. ~ rcc hal con.ulted
and w111 conlult wlth local governaentl on th11 matter.

Thank you for your aon.id.ration.

Slfta.z.1y,

~£.:-
Carl Lev1n
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